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31 2 COMPENSATION FOR WILDLIFE DAMAGE 
Compensation programs for wildlife 
damage in North America 
Kimberly K .  Wagner, Robert H .  Schmidt, and Michael R. Conover 
Abstract Financial compensation for damages caused by wi ldl i fe is an allernative to lethal wi ldl i fe 
damage management techniques, but little is known about the use of these programs in 
North America. W e  conducted surveys requesting information on wildl i fe species and 
type of damage covered by compensation programs, annual cost of programs, and the 
monitoring and assessment of  program success to the wi ldl i fe agencies of all states and 
Canadian provinces. We also requested information on programs providing producers 
wi th  damage-abatement materials instead of or in addition to financial compensation. All 
states and provinces responded to our survey. Nineteen states and 7 provinces had com- 
pensation programs, and 34 states and 7 provinces provided damage-abatement materi- 
als. Most programs were funded by the state, but private and federal organizations also 
funded some programs. Deer (Odocoileus spp.) were the most common species in com- 
pensation programs ( in 14 states and provinces) fol lowed by bear (Ursus spp.; in 12), elk 
(Cervus elaphus; in lo ) ,  moose (Alces alces; in 7), waterfowl ( in 6),  pronghorn antelope 
(Antilocapra americana; in 6), wolves (Canis spp.; in 5), mountain lions (Puma concolor; 
in 4), and coyotes (Canis latrans; in 3 ) .  Compensation programs involving ungulates in- 
cluded damage to cultivated crops ( in all 15 states and provinces), standing hay crops and 
pastures ( in 51, stored hay ( in 6), and damage to other property ~nc lud ing  fencing and irri- 
gation equipment ( in 8 ) .  Programs tor predators involved livestock losses. Programs for 
bears involved damage to crops, livestock, and beekeeping equipment. In general, com- 
pensation programs were established for problems that were recent in origin, exacerbated 
by governmental actions, or caused by highly valued species. Few states or provinces had 
formal evaluation procedures for their programs. Given the expense of compensation 
programs and divided opinions about the programs, we  recornmend that all states and 
provinces implement a tormal review system. 
Key words compensation, economics, wi ldl i fe damage management 
Wildlife damage management techniques can be 
divided into 3 general categories: managing the of- 
fending animal or its habitat, modiflving human activ- 
ities, and increasing human tolerance of wildlife. 
Compensation programs fall in this last category and 
involve paying agricult~~ral producers for all or a por- 
tion of the value o f  crops, property, or livestock 
damaged by wildlife. 
Compensation programs eliminate the risk of direct 
injury to humans and wildlife from damage manage- 
ment tools like traps and pesticides, and may in- 
crease landowner tolerance of problems with threat- 
ened or endangered species (Olsen 1991). Compen- 
sation also may be a useful tool in situations where 
private lands include, or are adjacent to. habitat critical 
for the well-being of a wildlife species or population 
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(Van Eerden 1990, Olsen 1991, Rimbey et al. 1991). 
Payment programs have been used in areas where the 
public places a high monetary value on game species, 
and license revenues may be used to pay for damages 
caused by game species (Engle 1963, Rimbey et al. 
1991). All 10 state compensation programs men- 
tioned by McDowell and Pillsbury (1959) were for 
damages caused by game species. 
However, not all opinions regarding compensa- 
tion programs are positive (Olsen 1991). McIvor and 
Conover (1994) asked northern Utah and southern 
Idaho farmers and nonfarmers their opinions of 
hunting and compensation as solutions to damage 
caused by sandhill cranes (Grus canadensis). Both 
farmers and nonfarmers had a higher approval of 
hunting than of compensation programs. Most 
(69%) farmers and 50% of nonfarmers approved of 
hunting, whereas only 32% of farmers and 23% of 
nonfarmers approved of compensation programs. In 
a survey requesting opinions on paying livestock 
producers for sheep killed by coyotes with general 
tax monies, only 11% of sheep producers, 7% of cat- 
tlemen, and <26% of the general public expressed 
any form of approval (Kellert 1979). Likewise, in a 
study by Arthur (1981), ground shooting and fast-act- 
ing poisons received a higher rating for predator 
management than indemnity payments. When asked 
about compensation for livestock losses to coyote 
predation, 74% of the general public, 89% of sheep 
producers, and 93% of cattlemen disapproved of 
compensation as a management option (Kellert 
1979). Additionally, compensation programs rarely 
pay producers for the full value of all indirect and di- 
rect costs associated with wildlife damage. For ex- 
ample, in Utah $50,000 is allocated annually to com- 
pensate livestock producers 150% of market value 
for animals killed by black bear (Ursus americanus) 
and mountain lion (Puma concolor). If there are 
more claims than funds, then the amount of com- 
pensation is prorated so that all producers receive at 
least some of the value of livestock killed. Compen- 
sation levels have been <25% market value in some 
years (M. Bodenchuk, U.S. Dep. Agric., Anim. and 
Plant Health Inspection Sew., h i m .  Damage Con- 
trol, Utah, pers. commun.). 
Opposition to  compensation programs also 
comes from wildlife managers. Engle (1963:105) 
expressed the opinion of some resource managers 
in saying, "The State's right of trust is to regulate 
and control the harvests and preservation of game; 
and the state is not responsible for damages caused 
by game." He believed that compensation pro- 
grams were inappropriate for wildlife management 
and potentially vulnerable to abuse. Many man- 
agers believe that wildlife damage should be in- 
cluded in the cost of doing business. Additional dif- 
ficulties arise when deciding which types of dam- 
age to include in compensation programs (Olsen 
1991). Why compensate farmers for deer damage 
to a crop but not compensate the owner of a private 
business experiencing problems with birds roost- 
ing in a nearby tree? 
Although compensation programs are an intu- 
itively appealing alternative to more traditional, 
lethal, management options, they are not suitable for 
all situations (Musgrave and Stein 1993, U.S. Dep. 
Agric. 1994). Compensation does not stop the dam- 
age problem and may not be appropriate in situations 
where wildlife causes a risk to human health and 
safety (U.S. Dep. Agric. 1994). Likewise, producers 
with a sense of responsibility for the well-being of 
their livestock may be less likely to accept compen- 
sation programs than producers with damage to 
crops. Failure to address problems attributable to 
high densities of wildlife and continued population 
growth may result in harm to the problem species, lo- 
cal vegetation, and other wildlife species as well as in- 
creased damage (U.S. Dep. Agric. 1994). 
At a time of increasing budget constraints, the fi- 
nancial burden of compensation programs may be 
unacceptable (Van Eerden 1990, Olsen 1991, Rimbey 
et al. 1991). In a 1990 survey of programs for crop 
damage by large mammals, Wisconsin reported pay- 
ments for compensation and damage prevention ma- 
terials averaging $920,000 per year and 1$2,350,000 
in some years (Whitt e t  al. 1993). Idaho paid 
$500,000 in claims for damage occurring from July to 
December 1988 (Rimbey et al. 1991). In the Envi- 
ronmental Impact Statement of the Animal Damage 
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Control (ADC) program, the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture (USDA) estimated that >$500 million would 
have been needed annually to replace current dam- 
age management techniques with a nationwide com- 
pensation program, in contrast to the $38 million 
program used in fiscal year 1988 (U.S. Dep. Agric. 
1994). Additionally, some states may be unwilling to 
justify compensation for damage by some species 
and not others (Olsen 1991). 
To gain more information on the use of compensa- 
tion, we surveyed wildlife and agriculture agencies in 
states (U.S.) and provinces (Canada) for information 
on programs providing compensation or equipment 
for wildlife damage prevention. We also examined 
several hypotheses to determine why some wildlife 
damage situations are covered by compensation pro- 
grams and others are not. 
Methods 
We sent surveys in January 1994 to state and 
provincial wildlife agencies in the United States and 
Canada. After 2 additional mailings of the survey, all 
agencies had responded. We discovered incomplete 
responses in some states where we were familiar 
with the available programs. To check response ac- 
curacy, the same survey was sent to all state and 
provincial agriculture agencies in January 1995. Agri- 
cultural producers comprise the group most affected 
by compensation programs and some programs are 
funded by state agriculture agencies. An additional 
survey requesting a listing of the species involved in 
compensation programs and the agency administer- 
ing the program was sent to each state ADC office. 
After 2 additional mailings, we received a 100% re- 
sponse from state ADC offices and a 71% response 
from state agriculture agencies. 
The survey sent to the wildlife and agriculture 
agencies requested information on the species in- 
volved in compensation programs, the type of dam- 
Results 
For every state or province, we compiled re- 
sponses from all 3 agencies into a master list of com- 
pensation programs. When compared to the master 
list for the state, 8% of the wildlife agencies, 12% of 
the agriculture agencies, and 9% of the state ADC pro- 
grams failed to list all available programs in their state 
or province. 
Nineteen states and 7 provinces listed compensa- 
tion programs. Most programs were funded or ad- 
ministered by local wildlife or agriculture agencies 
(Table 1). However, a nongovernmental organiza- 
tion, Defenders of Wildlife, had a compensation pro- 
gram for gray wolf (Canis lupus) predation on live- 
stock in Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming, and was de- 
veloping a program for the proposed reintroduction 
of Mexican wolves (C. lupus baileyz? in Arizona and 
New Mexico (H. Fisher, Defenders of Wildlife, Mis- 
soula, Mont., pers commun.). In Montana, the Great 
Bear Foundation paid producers for livestock killed 
by grizzly bear (Ursus arctos), and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service paid producers for livestock killed by 
reintroduced red wolves (C. rufus) in North Carolina. 
Environment Canada paid 50% of the cost for damage 
prevention materials and compensation programs for 
damage caused by waterfowl (Table 1). 
Most compensation programs were established for 
damage caused by ungulates (such as deer [Odo- 
coileus spp.], elk [Cervus elupbus], moose [Alces al- 
ces], antelope [Antilocapra umericana], etc.), but 
programs compensating for damage by bears were 
also common (Fig. 1). Upland game birds, wood bi- 
son (Bison bison athabascae), grizzly bears, bighorn 
sheep (Ovis canadensis), mountain goats (Oream- 
nos americanus), cranes, and beavers (Castor 
canadensis) were mentioned in only 1 or 2 states or 
age covered, and the amount of money spent on com- 12 
pensation. Given the conflict in opinions over the $ 
value of compensation programs, we asked if the 5 Moose 
agency had conducted an attitudinal survey of partic- ,g 
ipants or the general public toward the program, and wa'e'owl 
if the agency had plans to do so in the next 5 years. 8 Pronghorn 
- .  
We also requested information on compensation pro- ' wolves F5 , , , , , , , 1 
grams funded by other agencies and on any programs Mountain Lion 
that may have been canceled. Many compensation 
Coyotes programs incorporated provisions for providing dam- 
age-prevention materials. Respondents were asked o 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 
Number of States and Prov~nces with Compensation Programs to provide information on any programs that pro- 
vided supplies or financial assistance for wildlife dam- Fig, , , The most common wildlife damage pro. 
age management tools. grams, by species managed. 
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Table 1. Listing of state and provincial wildlife and agriculture agencies reporting existence of compensation programs(s) ior wildlife 
damage in a 1994 mail survey. 
State or Province Species causing damage Agency sponsoring program 
Colorado 
Idaho 
Kentucky 
Manitoha 
Massachusetts 
M~nnesota 
Montana 
Nevada 
New Brunswick 
New Hampsh~re 
North Carollna 
Ohio 
Ontarlo 
Pennsvlvania 
Qudbec 
Saskatchewan 
Utah 
Vermont 
V~rginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisrons~n 
Wyoming 
Yukon 
waterfowl 
deer, pronghorn antelope, elk, moose 
pronghorn antelope, elk, deer, black bear, mounta~n lion 
deer, elk, pronghorn antelope, moose, black bear, mountain lion 
gray wolf 
coyote 
waterfowl 
deer, elk, moose, wood bison, black bear 
white-tailed deer, moose 
gray wolf, elk 
gray wolf 
grizzly bear 
deer, elk, pronghorn antelope 
coyote 
black bear 
red wolf 
coyote 
deer, coyotes, wolves 
coyote 
black bear 
snow goose (Chen cncrulesccns)" 
waterfowl 
white-tailed deer, mule deer, elk, pronghorn antelope, moose, bear 
deer, elk, moose, pronghorn antelope, ring-necked pheasant, beaver, 
wateriowl, black bear, mountain lion 
white-tailed deer, black bear 
white-tailed deer, black bear 
deer, elk 
black bear 
white-tailed deer, goose, black bear 
big game," trophy game and game birds 
gray wolf 
wood bison 
50:50 cost share" 
Provinical wildlife agency 
State wildlife agency 
State wildlife 
Defenders of W~ldl i fe 
State agriculture agency 
50:50 cost share" 
Provincial ~vildl i fe agency 
State wildlife agency 
State agric-ulture agency 
Detenders of Wildlife 
Great Hear Foundation 
State wildlife agency 
Prov~ncial agriculture agency 
State agriculture agency 
U.S. Fish and Wildl. Serv. 
State agriculture agency 
Provint i;ll wildlifc agency 
State agriculture agency 
State wildlife agency 
Provincial wildlife agency 
iO:.iO cost share,' 
Prov~ncial wildlife agency 
State wildliic agency 
State w~ldl i te agency 
Counties' 
State wildlife agency 
State wildlife agency 
State wildlife agency 
State wildlife agency 
Defenders of Wildliie 
Provinc~al w~ldlife agency 
" 50:50 Cost share between provincial wildlife programs and Environment Canada for damage caus~x! by niigratory \vaterfo\vI 
"Cash program has subsequently been replaced with hunting permits which may be sold by landowners 
I Program only ava~lable for residents of counties choosing to require a wildlife damage stamp on hunting I~censes. Only 4 counties 
wcrc involved in the 19C)4-1995 hunting season. 
" In  Wyoming, "big game" Includes elk, white-tailed deer and mule deer, moose, antelope, bighorn sheep, and mountain goat; 
"trophy game" includes mountain lion, black bear, and grizzly bear, and "game birds" includes hunted species like ducks, geese 
turkeys, cranes, grouse, and pheasant. 
provinces. Maine, New Brunswick, New York, and 
Pennsylvania compensated landowners for livestock 
lost to domestic dogs. 
Compensation programs involving ungulates in- 
cluded damage to cultivated crops (in all IS states 
and provinces), standing hay crops and pastures (in 
S), stored hay (in 6). and damage to other property 
including fencing and irrigation equipment (in 8). 
Programs for lions, coyotes, and wolves (in 11 states 
and provinces) covered predation on livestock. Bear 
programs included livestock losses (in 11 states or 
provinces), damage to beekeeping equipment (in 
12), crops (in 9), and other property (in 5). All 6 
states or provinces with programs for damage caused 
by birds covered losses to cultivated crops. Programs 
in Wyoming and Wisconsin also covered bird damage 
to property. 
The amount of money spent on compensation was 
variable among states and provinces. Cost estimates 
provided by respondents sometimes combined the 
cost of damage prevention materials and program ad- 
ministration. Weather conditions, changes in land 
use, and fluctuations in local wildlife populations can 
cause yearly variation in damage claims. Other vari- 
ables that impacted the amount of money spent on 
compensation programs included a ceiling on spend- 
ing (which necessitated pro-rating the claims at the 
end of the year), the proportion of the property value 
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vention supplies (assistance pro- 
grams) were more common 
. , 
, than compensation programs 
C* 2 ,  with 7 provinces and 34 states 
- - .  providing some sort of assis- 
tance with nonlethal wildlife 
damage management tools. As- 
.-- , 
- .  . : . - ,  :.. - - ,  
L - - , . ,  '!':, sistance programs were more 
common in areas with compen- 
sation programs (80%) than in 
areas without compensation 
programs (58%). In 70% of the 
states with compensation and 
assistance programs, at least a 
portion of the assistance pro- 
gram was related to the damage 
covered by the compensation 
program. Programs providing 
frightening devices (e.g., pro- 
pane cannons and pyrotechnics) 
reimbursed by the agency, substitution of damage were the most common (in 31 states or provinces) fol- 
prevention materials and labor for payments, and the lowed by programs that provided or shared the cost 
issuance of hunting tags for sale by producers instead of fencing materials (in 25). Other programs (<lo 
of cash payments. Reported expenditures in the states or provinces each) included loaning or paying 
United States for compensation ranged from all or a portion of the cost of repellents, lure crops, 
US$1,966 to $1,070,000 per state in 1993, compared perforated PVC pipe for beaver impoundments, live- 
to Can$10,000 to $1,200,000 for Canadian provinces. stock guarding animals, or hiring herders to haze 
Some provinces and states reported restrictions on wildlife. The Saskatchewan crop insurance program 
payments for damage below a certain threshold in- paid establishment benefits to producers that 
cluding Can$250 for ungulate damage and Can$SOO switched to crops less vulnerable to wildlife damage. 
for waterfowl damage in Saskatchewan, Can$100 in Many programs required producers to meet certain 
Manitoba and the Yukon Territories, US$100 in Min- requirements prior to receiving compensation. In 6 
nesota, and US$1,000 in Idaho. states, landowners were required to provide public 
Only Saskatchewan, Wyoming, Washington, West access to their lands for hunting before qualifying for 
Virginia, and Wisconsin reported conducting a re- assistance. Many programs had provisions that could 
view of participant attitudes toward their compensa- exempt the state or province from paying producers 
tion programs. Wisconsin and Saskatchewan re- using poor agricultural practices. Producers manag- 
ported conducting a review of taxpayer or general ing property to benefit from fee hunting for wildlife 
public attitudes toward existing compensation pro- were excluded from some compensation programs. 
grams. In most instances, the review consisted of Producers receiving compensation for wildlife dam- 
public hearings and personal comments to agencies age in Manitoba or the Yukon received a list of rec- 
when the program was due for renewal. ommendations for preventing additional damage. If 
Program cancellations were reported by 6 states or they sought compensation a second time in a 5-year 
provinces. Program cancellations in Massachusetts period, they were required to provide evidence that 
and Newfoundland were related to budget cutbacks. they had complied with the agency's recomrnenda- 
Claims of program exploitation also contributed to tions for damage prevention. 
the cancellation of the Newfoundland program. Pro 
grams in Quebec and Nova Scotia were intended to 
last only until landowners could establish alternative Discussion and implications 
management systems. The original "compensation Nine of the 10 states reporting compensation pro- 
only" program in Wisconsin was canceled in 1980 grams for wildlife damage to crops in the survey by 
and replaced with a program that placed an emphasis McDowell and Pillsbury (1959) had maintained or ex- 
on providing damage-prevention materials. panded these programs. New Hampshire was the 
Programs loaning or sharing the cost of damage pre- only state to reduce its program, dropping coverage 
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for game species, but adding a program for damage 
caused by black bear. 
All states and provinces with wildlife compensa- 
tion programs limit coverage to damage caused by a 
small number of wildlife species. Possible explana- 
tions for the inclusion of certain types of damage in 
compensation programs include compensating only 
for: (1) major problems where losses are so severe 
they threaten the profitability of agricultural produc- 
ers; (2) common problems involving a large propor- 
tion of citizens; (3) situations where animal rights or 
animal welfare concerns restrict the use of manage- 
ment tools; (4) wildlife problems made more severe 
by management actions taken by governmental agen- 
cies; (5) recent problems where the wildlife popula- 
tions and problems have changed substantially in the 
last few decades; and (6) problems caused by highly 
valued species, such as big game species and endan- 
gered species. 
Compensation programs did not appear to be estab- 
lished in situations where wildlife caused the greatest 
threat to an agricultural producer's livelihood (Hypoth- 
esis 1) because many compensation programs included 
species that caused minor losses but excluded other 
species that caused greater problems. For instance, 
some western states compensated for livestock losses to 
bears and mountain lions but not to coyotes; Minnesota 
compensated for elk damage but not deer damage; Utah 
compensated for ring-necked pheasant (Phasianus 
colchicus) damage to crops but not for damage by black- 
birds (Agelaius spp.). Conover et al. (1995) estimated 
that about $22 million in annual timber damage was 
caused by flooding associated with beaver impound- 
ments in the southeastern United States, but the only 
compensation program for beaver damage was for dam- 
age to crops and irrigation equipment in Utah. 
Photo courtesy of Bruce J. Kessler 
Compensation programs also did not appear to be 
targeted at widespread problems involving a large 
number of citizens (Hypothesis 2). Blackbirds, star- 
lings (Sturnus vulgaris), raccoons (Procyon lotor), 
woodchucks (Mamzota monax), mice and rats (Ro- 
dentia), and rabbits (Leporidae) have caused wide- 
spread damage in North America (Conover 1994), 
but these species are not covered by compensation 
programs. Although 57% of the urban households 
surveyed by Conover et al. (1995) reported experi- 
encing wildlife damage, there were not any compen- 
sation programs for wildlife damage to residences. 
The hypothesis that compensation programs are 
designed primarily as a humane and socially accept- 
able alternatives to traditional, usually lethal, manage- 
ment tools (Hypothesis 3) is questionable. If the goal 
is to preserve animals from pain and suffering, or 
death by humans, then the prevalence of game 
species in compensation programs is puzzling. If hu- 
mane issues are the concern, then why preserve a 
species so that it can be killed during hunting season? 
The hypotheses that most compensation programs 
are designed to compensate for problems that are (1) 
recent in origin (Hypothesis 4), (2) result from gov- 
ernmental actions (Hypothesis 5), and (3) caused by 
highly valued species (Hypothesis 6) are all valid ex- 
planations. These hypotheses are not mutually ex- 
clusive. Most programs were established for species 
whose populations have increased in recent years be- 
cause of state or provincial wildlife agency efforts to 
increase populations of highly valued species (e.g., 
game species). Consequently, compensation pro- 
grams can be funded by taxes on user groups (hunt- 
ing license revenues), general tax revenues, or funds 
from private organizations designed to help the 
species in question (e.g., Defenders of Wildlife and 
Great Bear Foundation). 
Many courts have ruled that, although the wildlife 
resource is owned by the public, governments are 
not liable for wildlife damage (Musgrave and Stein 
1993). Why then do states or provinces voluntarily 
compensate for damages? Hypotheses 4, 5, and 6 
may provide explanations. When problems which 
limit agricultural productivity are long-standing, the 
limitation is incorporated into the price of the land. 
For instance, land with poor, shallow soils sells for 
less than land with deep, fertile soils. In the same 
manner, land near a major blackbird roost should sell 
for less than land further away. However, if the prob- 
lem started after the current owner purchased the 
land, then the threat of wildlife damage has not been 
incorporated into the land price. For these reasons, 
some wildlife agencies may feel a need to help farm- 
ers cope with new problems (Hypothesis 4). 
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States have the responsibility of managing wildlife 
for the greater good of society, but in doing so, their 
actions may create a disadvantage for some people. 
Only a small portion of the population may suffer the 
majority of the losses (Conover and Decker 1991, 
Conover I994), while others receive most of the ben- 
efits. In instances when the state or province's man- 
agement activities have created or intensified a prob- 
lem, the agency may feel a sense of responsibility for 
the losses ([Iypothesis 5). Lastly, states may decide to 
compensate for wildlife damage for purely economic 
reasons (Hypothesis 6). It may be a good investment 
of public funds to compensate farmers for damage by 
valuable animals, such ;is endangered species or big 
game species, rather than allowing farmers to kill 
problem animals. This would be especially true for 
low-density populations for which it may be cheaper 
for the agency to compensate landowners than to en- 
gage in other management practices such as reloca 
tions or habitat improvement. 
Problems with compensation programs include (1) 
they do not address the cause of the problem, and (2) 
agencies can become trapped in a payment system 
for an indefinite period of time. To avoid this, many 
agencies helped landowners acquire resources 
needed for damage prevention as part of their com- 
pensation program. Allowing for the substitution of 
damage management materials and labor for cash 
payments ensures that payments will only be granted 
if the participant has taken all reasonable precautions 
to prevent damage. 'I'he compensation program in 
Nova Scotia was designed to last only until all 
landowners had a reasonable opportunity to install 
damage prevention systems. Other  states and 
provinces required producers to meet agency dam- 
age management recommendations before receiving 
compensation for > I  incident. (;ompensation pro- 
grams that included incentives or requirements for 
participants to institute damage prevention practices 
were the most likely to survive budgetary constraints. 
IIowever, damage-abatement requirements assumed 
that some effective, reasonable damage prevention 
alternative existed. This is not always the case. 
Compensation may not provide an incentive for pro- 
ducers to solve their own problems by improving their 
management practices. Kefilsing payments for crops 
and livestock maintained using unsound agricultural 
practices is 1 option that some Canadian provinces use 
to address this issue. A controversial approach is to 
pay participants only a portion of the actual damage so 
that there is an incentive for agricultural producers to 
take action to prevent damage. Although we did not 
ask this question. 5 states or provinces specifically 
mentioned that they only compensate for a portion of 
the actual value. 'I'he risk associated with this system 
is that it may also provide greater incentive for prop- 
erty owners to try otherwise unacceptable manage- 
ment techniques 0J.S. I>ep. Agric. 1 994). Participants 
using good management techniques may object be- 
cause they receive partial payment for damages they 
cannot prevent. Partial payments may be more fnis- 
trating to farmers and ranchers than no payments be- 
cause they may perceive the establishment of payment 
programs to be an acceptance of responsibility for 
wildlife damage. Why then should an agency accept 
only partial responsibility? 
Additional difficulties with compensation pro- 
grams include problems with agency or landowner 
awareness of all the programs available in their state, 
the amount of resources used in administering the 
program, and conflicts over damage assessment. 
Confusion over the existence of compensation pro- 
grams could result in frustrated and impatient 
landowners trapped in red tape or shuffled between 
agencies. Managers administering compensation 
programs should take steps to ensure that personnel 
working in related agencies are aware of their pro- 
grams and the procedures for receiving assistance. 
Another problem is that a large portion of the 
funds available for a compens;ltion program may be 
needed to administer the program and provide per- 
sonnel who can assess the nature and extent of the 
damage. Contracting with an existing organization 
such as Federal Crop Ii~surance whose adjusters are 
trained to assess crop damage may improve program 
efficiency. Delegating damage assessment to  an 
agency with a history of addressing these issues may 
reduce accusations of unfair assessments. (hnflicts 
over the level of damage assessment may still occur, 
and most states or provinces with compensation pro- 
grams had provisions for creating review committees 
to resolve conflicts over damage assessments. 
?'he appeal of compensation programs is evident in 
the willingness of private organizations like the Great 
Bear Foundation and Defenders of Wildlife to fund 
their own programs for species of particular interest 
to their members. However, compensation pro- 
grams are not universally well received, and it is im- 
portant for agencies to establish a system for moni- 
toring the attitudes of participants and the people 
providing funding for the program. 
Many questions regarding the use of compensation 
programs have not been addressed. Given the studies 
reporting unfavorable public response to compensa- 
tion programs (Kellert 1979, McIvor and Conover 
19')4), wildlife agencies should carefully assess the 
value of their compensation programs. Questions 
about any wildlife compensation program that should 
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be answered include how long the compensation pro 
gram should last and whether there should be a strat- 
egy on how to end it once it has begun. Does com- 
pensation really satisfy producers, or is it merely a 
"better-than-nothingn solution to problems? Produc- 
ers rarely receive the actual value of the property 
damaged, but how much payment is needed to satisfy 
agricultural producers (loo%, 50%, no payment but 
more technical assistance)? Does the compensation 
program improve good-will for an agency within the 
community, increase agency moral, or decrease com- 
plaints? Given the cost of compensation programs, 
can these benefits be achieved by other means? 
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